Project Management and the Role of the Project Manager by Rubin, I. M.
Research Program on t h e  
Management of Science and Technology 
PROJECT MANAGEMENT AND THE 
ROLE OF THE PROJECT 
IRWIN M. RUBIN 
October 1966 I2 2 2 -66 
? 
The r e sea rch  has  been supported by a grant  (NsG235) 
from the National Aeronautics and Space Adminis t ra t ion.  
U 
0 
I UCCES5ION NUMBER) (THRU) 
r 
> c (PAGES) (CODE) 
P 
s 
!! z 
(NASA CR OR TUX OR AD NUMBER) (CATEOORY) 
n 
REPRODUCED BY 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
NATIONAL TECHNICAL 
INFORMATION SERVICE 
SPRINGFIELD, VA 22161 
17 
https://ntrs.nasa.gov/search.jsp?R=19670082098 2020-03-16T16:40:26+00:00Z
INTRODUCTION 
As p a r t  of a l a r g e r  s tudy o f  p r o j e c t  management, (Marquis and 
S t r a i g h t  [ 2 ] , )  (Rubin and Marquis  [ 5 ] , )  d a t a  were ga the red  on t h e  
background c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of a l a r g e  sample of p r o j e c t  managers. 
Although t h e  p r o j e c t  manager's r o l e  i s  f e l t  t o  be c r i t i c a l ,  l i t t l e  
e m p i r i c a l  r e sea rch  exists t o  suggest which pe r sona l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  
o r  r o l e  behav io r s  most d i r e c t l y  a f f e c t  p r o j e c t  performance. 
Seve ra l  q u e s t i o n s  can b e  asked i n  t h i s  regard.  F i r s t ,  is  t h e r e  
a r e l a t i o n s h i p  between p r o j e c t  manager c h a r a c t e r i s  t i cs  and p r o j e c t  
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ?  I n  o t h e r  words, do o r g a n i z a t i o n s  select  p r o j e c t  
managers w i th  p a r t i c u l a r  traits t o  work on c e r t a i n  k i n d s  of p r o j e c t s ?  
Swanson [ 6 ]  sugges t s  t h a t  t h e  s e l e c t i o n  p rocess  of  p r o j e c t  managers 
i s  "understandable and d e s c r i b a b l e  even though i t  i s  c a r r i e d  o u t  i n  
an in fo rma l  and mostly unconscious way. A set  of cr i ter ia  invo lv ing  
t e c h n i c a l  and c o n t r a c t  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  experience are matched wi th  
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of p a r t i c u l a r  i n d i v i d u a l s .  O r d i n a r i l y ,  one person 
i s  t e n t a t i v e l y  s e l e c t e d  at t h e  o u t s e t ,  and h i s  match is  compared 
w i t h  t h a t  of o t h e r s  who come i n t o  cons ide ra t ion"  (Marquis [l]). 
Second, i f  such a d e c i s i o n  process  ex is t s ,  can i t s  u s e f u l n e s s  by 
v a l i d a t e d  by examining i t s  impact on p r o j e c t  performance? 
S i m i l a r i l y ,  do d i f f e r e n t  k inds  of p r o j e c t  managers perform b e t t e r  
i n  d i f f e r e n t  forms o f  p r o j e c t  o rgan iza t ions .  Pace [3] has  found t h a t  
i n  "a matrix. o v e r l a y  o r g a n i z a t i o n  t h e  p r o j e c t  manager g e t s  t h e  neces- 
s a r y  work done by n e g o t i a t i o n  w i t h  t h e  f u n c t i o n a l  d i v i s i o n s .  Ques t ionna i r e  
(1) P r o j e c t  Management and the Role of t h e  P r o j e c t  Manager 
bY 
Irwin M. Rubin 
ABSTRACT 
The s tudy  r epor t ed  i n  t h i s  paper  focuses  f i r s t  on 
t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between a p r o j e c t  manager's background 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  and c e r t a i n  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of the p r o j e c t s  
he i s  asked t o  manage. The impact of t h i s  dec i s ion  p rocess  
i s  then  examined by r e l a t i n g  p r o j e c t  manager t ra i t s  and pro- 
ject  c h a r a c t e r i s  t i c s  t o  a measure o f  p ro  ject performance. 
It appears t h a t  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  select t h e i r  o l d e s t ,  
most experienced p r o j e c t  managers t o  head-up l a r g e ,  h igh  
p r i o r i t y  p r o j e c t s .  Performance i s  thus  improved, n o t  be- 
cause o f  t h e  p r o j e c t  manager's p r i o r  experience,  b u t  because 
of t h e  h igh  p r i o r i t y  given l a r g e r  p r o j e c t s .  
excep t ion  of a measure of "growth i n  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y "  none of 
t h e  p r o j e c t  manager traits  measured were found t o  b e a r  any 
d i r e c t  r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  p r o j e c t  performance. 
With t h e  
This r e s e a r c h  has been supported by a g r a n t  (NS G235) from 
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d a t a  on a t t i t u d e s  and o r i e n t a t i o n  of support  pe r sonne l  toward t h e i r  
f u n c t i o n a l  manaRer and p r o j e c t  manager i n d i c a t e  t h a t  t h e  e f f e c t i v e -  
n e s s  of  t h e  l a t te r  depends on how he hand les  mot iva t ing  and rewarding 
forces" .  (Marquis [l]) 
METHOD 
Sample C h a r a c t e r i s  t i c s  
A p r o j e c t  w a s  s e l e c t e d  i n  a company o r  a government agency on 
t h e  b a s i s  of t h r e e  c r i te r ia :  
1. All were R6D c o n t r a c t s  awarded by a government agency ( o r  
i n d u s t r y  prime i n  s e v e r a l  ca ses )  t o  an i n d u s t r i a l  f i rm.  
2. All were ove r  $1 m i l l i o n  i n  t o t a l  va lue  ( exc lud ing  follow- 
on product ion work). 
3. All were very recently completed o r  r a p i d l y  n e a r i n g  com- 
p l e  t i o n .  
P r o j e c t s  were l o c a t e d  i n  two ways. Alternate f i rms  i n  the  l i s t  
o f  100 l a r g e s t  defense and space f i rms were i n v i t e d  t o  cooperate ,  and 
if they  were w i l l i n g ,  a d i v i s i o n  l a b o r a t o r y  w a s  randomly s e l e c t e d ,  
and i t s  most r e c e n t l y  completed ( o r  terminated)  p r o j e c t  became t h e  
t a r g e t  of s tudy .  The o t h e r  source w a s  a government c o n t r a c t i n g  agency, 
i n  which one o r  more p r o j e c t s  were chosen-randomly from t h o s e  most 
r e c e n t l y  completed. Contracts  from twelve government agencies  were 
inc luded .  
The p r o j e c t s  ranged i n  s i z e  from $1 m i l l i o n  t o  $60 m i l l i o n  wi th  a 
median o f  $4 m i l l i o n .  The average p r o j e c t  d u r a t i o n  w a s  3.4 y e a r s  and 
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none l a s t e d  more than 6 y e a r s .  Almost a l l  of t h e  p r o j e c t s  r e q u i r e d  
advances i n  t h e  "state of  t h e  a r t "  i n  a t echno lop ica l  f i e l d  such as 
advanced r a d a r  systems, mic romin ia tu r i za t ion  of e l e c t r o n i c s  modules, 
e l e c t r o n i c  d a t a  p rocess ing ,  i n t e r f a c e s  wi th  t e l eme t ry  systems,  e tc .  
The. p r o j e c t s  s t u d i e d  are more developmental than fundamental i n  re- 
sea rch  c h a r a c t e r .  
The f i rms  s t u d i e d  are a l l  i n  t h e  aerospace and e l e c t r o n i c s  
i n d u s t r i e s .  Eighty pe rcen t  of them are among t h e  100 l a r g e s t  per-  
formers of government-funded R&D. They are l o c a t e d  i n  a l l  p a r t s  of 
t h e  country.  
Information on each p r o j e c t  w a s  ob ta ined  from f i v e  sou rces :  t h e  
l a b o r a t o r y  manager, t h e  p r o j e c t  manager, t h e  government t e c h n i c a l  
monitor ,  t h e  government c o n t r a c t  a d m i n i s t r a t o r ,  and the  company con- 
t rac t  a d m i n i s t r a t o r .  Judgments of s u c c e s s f u l  performance and a state- 
ment of the c r i t e r i a  which they used f o r  e v a l u a t i n g  s u c c e s s f u l  per-  
formance w e r e  ob ta ined  from a l l  b u t  t h e  company c o n t r a c t  a d m i n i s t r a t o r s .  
Although a t o t a l  of 48 p r o j e c t s  were s t u d i e d ,  i n e v i t a b l e  d i f -  
f i c u l t i e s  i n  s e c u r i n g  some o f  t h e  d e s i r e d  in fo rma t ion  r e s u l t e d  i n  
some incomplete r eco rds  i n  s e v e r a l  cases. 
r e c o r d s  are complete. Incomplete information r e s u l t s  p r i m a r i l y  from 
an i n a b i l i t y  t o  i n t e r v i e w  e i t h e r  t h e  l a b o r a t o r y  manager, government 
t e c h n i c a l  monitor ,  o r  government ' con t r ac t  a d m i n i s t r a t o r .  
I n  75% of t h e  cases t h e  
Measure of P r o j e c t  Performance 
It is  p r e s e n t l y  impossible t o  compare the t e c h n i c a l  performance 
o f  d i f f e r e n t  p r o j e c t s  by any o b j e c t i v e  measures. I n  one i n s t a n c e ,  speed 
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may b e  t h e  primary t e c h n i c a l  o b j e c t i v e  o f  a system ( m i s s i l e ,  
a i r p l a n e ,  e t c . ) ,  wh i l e  i n  another case range i s  most cr i t ical .  
In  an e l e c t r o n i c s  system r e l i a b i l i t y  o r  m a i n t a i n a b i l i t y  may be 
t h e  ch ie f  goal .  Consequently the measure of s u c c e s s f u l  t e c h n i c a l  
performance used i n  t h i s  s tudy are e x p e r t  judgments by t h e  most 
f u l l y  informed i n d i v i d u a l s  (c f .  Peck and Sche re r  [ 4 ] ) .  
Success r a t i n g s  were obtained independent ly  from the p r o j e c t  
manager, the l a b o r a t o r y  manager, t h e  government c o n t r a c t  adminis- 
t r a t o r  and t h e  t e c h n i c a l  monitor. The r a t i n g s  were on a scale 
from one t o  n i n e ,  whith n i n e  r ep resen t ing  an ou t s t and ing  success  
and one s i g n i f y i n g  a f a i l u r e  ( i n  some r e l a t i v e  s e n s e ,  s i n c e  no 
p r o j e c t  i n  t h i s  s tudy  achieved t h e  a b s o l u t e  f a i l u r e  of be ing  can- 
c e l l e d  b e f o r e  completion).  
The measure of performance used i n  t h i s  s tudy is  t h e  average 
o f  t h e  r a t i n g s  provided by the p r o j e c t  manager and t h e  government 
t e c h n i c a l  monitor,  p l u s  a cons t an t  term t o  account f o r  t h e  f a c t  
t h a t  p r o j e c t  managers were c o n s i s t e n t l y  more o p t i m i s t i c  than t e c h n i c a l  
monitors ,  A l l  excep t  one o f  t h e s e  s c o r e s  f e l l  i n  t h e  range of f i v e  
t o  n i n e  w i t h i n  which t h e r e  w a s  a symmetrical  d i s t r i b u t i o n  wi th  the  
median a t  6.4. 
P r o j e c t  Manager Charact e ris t i cs  
Table 1 c o n t a i n s  a summary o f  t h e  p r o j e c t  manager c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  
i n v e s t i g a t e d  i n  t h i s  s tudy .  With the  excep t ion  o f  R e s p o n s i b i l i t y  
Index, they are se l f - exp lana to ry .  
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The Respons ib i l i t y  Index was de r ived  by t a k i n g  t h e  r a t i o  of 
t he  d o l l a r  s i z e  of  t h e  p r o j e c t  under i n v e s t i g a t i o n  (p re sen t  p r o j e c t )  
t o  the d o l l a r  s i z e  o f  the  p r o j e c t  manager's most r ecen t  p r o j e c t  
( p r i o r  p r o j e c t ) .  In  o t h e r  words, i f  t h e  p r e s e n t  p r o j e c t  were $2M 
and t h e  p r i o r  p r o j e c t  were $1H, t h e  Respons ib i l i t y  Index would b e  
2.0. A r a t i o  o f  less than 1 .0  means t h a t  t h e  p r e s e n t  p r o j e c t  w a s  
smaller than the  p r i o r  p r o j e c t  . 
Three p r o j e c t  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  were a l s o  inc luded  i n  t h i s  in- 
v e s t i p a t i o n ;  c o n t r a c t  type  ( so le  source  vs. compe t i t i ve ) ,  con t r ac t  
s i z e  i n  terms o f  t h e  number of fu l l - t ime  t e c h n i c a l  p r o f e s s i o n a l s ,  
and t h e  p r i o r i t y  leve l -granted  t h e  p r o j e c t  w i th in  the  performing 
o rgan iza t ion .  
TABLE 1 
Summary of P r o j e c t  Manager C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  
Sample 
P r o j e c t  >Tanager Charac te r i s  t i c s  S ize  Range Median Mean 
Years from B.S. t o  f i r s t  superv isory  job 38 0-11 4 4.5 
Years t o t a l  exper ience  (years  s i n c e  B . S . )  41 6-2 8 17 1R.Q 
Number of prev ious  p r o j e c t s  managed 34 1-20 5 7.0 
Length of s e r v i c e  w i t h  company 40 1-24 8 10.0 
3.1 Res pons i b  i 1 it y Index 27 0.04-30 2.0 
RESULTS 
S e l e c t i o n  of  Pro j e c t Managers 
The ques t ion  of i n t e r e s t  here is ;  Do o r g a n i z a t i o n s  select  
p r o j e c t  managers wi th  p a r t i c u l a r  t ra i t s  t o  work on c e r t a i n  k i n d s  
of p r o j e c t s ?  F igure  1 sunnnarizes t h e  r e s u i t s  of  t h e s e  ana lyses .  
When an organ iza t ion  rece ives  a l a r g e  c o n t r a c t  r e q u i r i n g  t h e  
e f f o r t s  of  a l a r g e  number of  fu l l - t ime p r o f e s s i o n a l  t e c h n i c a l  
personnel ,  s e v e r a l  t h ings  appear t o  happen. One, t h e  p r o j e c t  i s  
given a very high l e v e l  of i n t e r n a l  p r i o r i t y . ( 2 3  Furthermore,  
t h e  l a r g e r  t h e  p r o j e c t  (and the h i g h e r  i t s  p r i o r i t y ) ,  t he  more 
l i k e l y  i s  t h e  o rgan iza t ion  t o  seek an o l d e r  more experienced pro- 
( 3) j e c t man a Fe r .  
Although t h e  c a u s a l  l inkages  are imposs ib le  t o  prove,  t h e  
method of p a r t i a l  c o r r e l a t i o n s  w a s  u t i l i z e d  t o  provide  some i n s i g h t s .  
It appears  t h a t  high p r i o r i t y  r e s u l t s  from t h e  f a c t  t h a t  a p a r t i c u l a r  
p r o j e c t  i s  l a r g e  and probably important  t o  t h e  o rgan iza t ion .  The 
o rgan iza t ion  then r e a c t s  by s e l e c t i n g  i t s  most experienced p r o j e c t  
managers ( t o t a l  exper ience  a n d  p r o j e c t  exper ience)  t o  head up t h e s e  
h igh  p r i o r i t y  e f f o r t s .  
With r e s p e c t  t o  type  of con t r ac t ,  a somewhat s u r p r i s i n g  phen- 
omenon appears  t o  b e  opera t ing .  P r o j e c t  managers s e l e c t e d  f o r  s o l e  
sou rce  c o n t r a c t s  have had s i g n i f i c a n t l y  less p r i o r  p r o j e c t  exper ience  
(average of 5.0 p r i o r  p r o j e c t s  managed) than p r o j e c t  managers s e l e c t e d  
Number of fu l l - t ime  p r o f e s s i o n a l s  vs .  p r i o r i t y ;  Kendal l  TautO.28, 
N=33 ,  p < .03  
P r i o r i t y  vs. y e a r s  t o t a l  exper ience ;  Kendal l  Tau-0.36, N=36, p < . 0 0 3  
Number of  f u l l  t i m e  p r o f e s s i o n a l s  vs. y e a r s  t o t a l  exper ience ;  Kendal l  
Taw0.19,  N=37, p < .Ob 
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f o r  compet i t ive p r o j e c t s  (average o f  9.0 p r i o r  project-managed) . ( 4 )  
P o s s i b l e  reasons f o r  t h i s  w i l l  be d i scussed  i n  a l a t e r  s e c t i o n .  
F i n a l l y ,  i t  should be noted t h a t  none of t h e  p r o j e c t  cha rac t e r -  
i s t i c s  i n v e s t i g a t e d  were d i r e c t l y  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  index. 
E f f e c t s  on Performance 
The focus i n  t h i s  s e c t i o n  w i l l  be on t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between 
p r o j e c t  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  p r o j e c t  manager c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  and p r o j e c t  
performance. 
two v a r i a b l e s ,  both r e l a t e d  t o  performance, is  t h e  more i n f l u e n t i a l .  
Where f e a s i b l e ,  t h e  method of pa r t i a l  c o r r e l a t i o n s  w i l l  b e  u t i l i z e d  
t o  sugges t  c a u s a l  l i nkages .  
The problem, as b e f o r e ,  w i l l  be of dec id ing  which of 
Consider ing the  case of s o l e  sou rce  vs .  compet i t ive c o n t r a c t s  
s o l e  s o u r c e  p r o j e c t s  are more l i k e l y  t o  be headed by p r o j e c t  managers 
w i t h  less p r i o r  p r o j e c t  experience.  Technical  performance, however i s  
n e g a t i v e l y  relate?. t o  amount of p r i o r  p r o j e c t  experience.  (See Table 
2 ) .  Furthermore,  w i t h i n  t h e  sample of p r o j e c t s  s t u d i e d ,  s o l e  sou rce  
p r o j e c t s  achieve h i g h e r  l e v e l s  of t e c h n i c a l  performance. (Rubin and 
Marquis [5]). 
Here aga in ,  we are faced  wi th  t h e  problem of t h r e e  i n t e r c o r r e l a t e d  
v a r i a b l e s .  I n  t h i s  case, t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between t e c h n i c a l  performance 
and p r i o r  p r o j e c t  performance d i s a p p e a r s  when t h e  e f f e c t  of c o n t r a c t  type 
is e l imina ted .  The c r i t i c a l  v a r i a b l e  a f f e c t i n g  performance, t h e r e f o r e ,  
i s  t h e  f a c t  t h n t  t h e  p r o j e c t  was s o l e  s o u r c e ;  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between per- 
formance and p r i o r  p r o j e c t  experience occurs  only because c o n t r a c t  t ype  w a s  
r e l a t e d  t o  bo th  v a r i a h l e s .  
Mann-Khitney U Test, p < .02 N l = l l ,  h’ =20 2 
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TABLE 2 
Rela t ionship  Between Number of  Previous  P r o j e c t s  
Managed ( P r i o r  P r o j e c t  Experience) and Technical  Performance 
P r i o r  Pro j ec t Experience 
Me d i  an 
Technica l  Performance 
p (.05, Mann-IJhitney U Test 
The l e v e l  of i n t e r n a l  p r i o r i t y  given a p r o j e c t  w a s  a l s o  found t o  
a f f e c t  f i n a l  performance; t h e  h ighe r  t he  p r i o r i t y  t h e  b e t t e r  t h e  tech-  
n ica l  performance . (5) ( 6 )  (See Table 3) 
As d i scussed  earlier, p r i o r i t y  w a s  a l s o  r e l a t e d  t o  s ize  o f  p r o j e c t  
( #  of  f u l l  time t e c h n i c a l  p r o f e s s i o n a l s )  and t o  t h e  p r o j e c t  manager 's  
y e a r s  t o t a l  exper ience .  Years t o t a l  exper ience ,  however, i s  u n r e l a t e d  
t o  t e c h n i c a l  performance. ('I (See Table 4) 
Mmn-Whitney U T e s t ,  h igh  vs. low p r i o r i t y ,  p C . 0 3  
Tables  3 ,4 ,5  are inc luded  t o  provide  a g raph ic  d i s p l a y  o f  t h e  r e s u l t s  
d i scussed .  The r e a d e r  should n o t e  t h a t  tests of  s ta t i s t ica l  s i g n i f -  
i cance  a p p l i e d  t o  t h e  d a t a  i n  t h e  t a b l e s  may no t  y i e l d  p r o b a b i l i t y  
levels c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  those p re sen ted  i n  t h e  text .  This  can happen 
because a s imple  frequency count (i.e. cont ingency t a b l e )  wastes much 
of  t h e  d a t a .  The actual tests u t i l i z e d  t o  ana lyze  t h e  d a t a  are more 
powerful.  I n  a l l  cases, t h e  tests a c t u a l l y  used and r e s u l t i n g  prob- 
a b i l i t y  levels w i l l  b e  provided. 
' Technica l  performance VS. years t o t a l  exper ience ;  Kendal l  Tau = 0.02, 
5 
6 
N=41, p = 0.40, no t  s i g n i f i c a n t .  
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TABLE 3 
Re la t ionsh ip  Between P r i o r i t y  and Technical  Performance 
P r i o r i t y  Level  
TECHNICAL XL MEDIAN PERFORMANCX 70% 
PE RFORMAN CE 
% < MEDIAN PERFORMAECE 3 0% 40% 69% 
N = 1 3  N=10 N=16 
TABLE 4 
Rela t ionsh ip  Between Years Total Experience and Technical  Performance 
Years T o t a l  Experience 
Te chn i  cal  
P e r f  orman ce 
% 4 YEDIAN PERFORMANCE 43% ; 
N=21 N-20 
R.esponsibi l i ty  Index, which was u n r e l a t e d  t o  any of t h e  p r o j e c t  
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  d i s c u s s e d ,  is  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  r e l a t e d  t o  t e c h n i c a l  pe r -  
formance; t h e  h i p h e r  t h e  Respons ib i l i t y  Index, t h e  h i g h e r  is  t e c h n i c a l  
pe r f o man ce . (See Table  5) The d i s t i n c t i o n  between a dec rease  o r  
no change i n  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  and some i n c r e a s e  i n  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  i s  
marked. Only one p r o j e c t  manager who w a s  n o t  g iven  some i n c r e a s e  i n  
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  w a s  a s s o c i a t e d  wi th  a p r o j e c t  whose t e c h n i c a l  performance 
w a s  h igh .  
R e s p o n s i b i l i t y  Index vs. t e c h n i c a l  performance; Kendall  Tau=O. 3 0 ,  N=27, 
P < 002 
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%k NEDIAN 
TECHNICAL PERFORMANCE 
PERFORllANCE %c MEDIAN 
PERFORMKYCE 
F i n a l l y ,  no r e l a t i o n s h i p s  were found between p r o j e c t  performance 
and t h e  remaining p r o j e c t  manager c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ;  yea r s  from B.S. t o  
f i r s t  supe rv i so ry  job  and length  of s e r v i c e  wi th  t h e  company. 
NO CliANGE MODEIWl’E LARGE 
OR DECREASE I N C R E A S E  I N C R E A S E  
(L1.0) (> K 3 )  ( 2 3 . 0 )  , 
112 82 % 71X 
83? 18% 29% 
TABLE 5 
Rela t ionship  Between R e s p o n s i b i l i t y  Index and 
Technical Perf  o rmance 
R e  sp ons i b i 1 i t  y Index 
D I S C U S S I O K  
The major r e s u l t s  of t h i s  i n v e s t i y a t i o n  a r e  summarized i n  Figure 2 .  
The absence of a l i n e  between two v a r i a b l e s  means that no r e l a t i o n s h i p  
w a s  found t o  e x i s t .  
The f i n d i n g  concerning t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between c o n t r a c t  type  and 
t he  extent of a p r o j e c t  manager’s p r i o r  p r o j e c t  exper ience  w a s  somewhat 
s u r p r i s i n g .  There arc s e v e r a l  p o s s i b l e  exp lana t ions .  An orpan iza t ion  
may, f o r  example, use s o l e  source p r o j e c t s  as a t r a i n i n g  ground f o r  i t s  
p r o j e c t  managers. For  a techn-Lcal a r ea  i n  which t h e  o rgan iza t ion  has  
u n p a r a l l e l e d  a b i l i t y ,  as represented  by t h e  f a c t  o f  a s o l e  sou rce  c o n t r a c t ,  
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t h e  r o l e  of t h e  p r o j e c t  manager may n o t  be c r i t i ca l .  On t h e  o t h e r  
hand, t h e  p r o j e c t  managers s e l e c t e d  f o r  s o l e  source  c o n t r a c t s  are 
probaijly vounper and mav 'nc niore up t c  d a t e  i n  the  r e a u i r e d  tech- 
n ica l  a reas .  
From anot!ier p o i n t  o f  view, t h e  s e l e c t i o n  p rocess  may s imply 
Qui te  p l a u s i b i l y ,  r e f l e c t  t h e  o rgan iza t ion ' s  marketing s t r a t e g y .  
tne OrRanizatiori may Dlace i t s  more exnerienced p r o j e c t  managers 
on compet i t ive  p r o j e c t s  as 2 s e l l i n g  po in t  t o  t h e  customer.  A s o l e  
sou rce  c o n t r a c t ,  on t h e  o t h e r  hand, sel ls  i t s e l f .  Data were n o t  
~ v a i l a b l  e t o  tes t  t h e s e  hypo theses. 
The re1 a t i o n s h i p s  found hetween number of fu l l - t ime p r o f e s s i o n a l s ,  
p r i o r i t y  level,  p r o j e c t  manager's gears t o t a l  experience, and per-  
formance are i n t e r e s t i n g .  It appears  t h a t  an o r g a n i z a t i o n  s c l e c t s  
an o l d e r ,  vore cxper iecce6  p r o j e c t  manager t o  head up a l a r g e ,  high 
p r i o r i t y  p r o j e c t .  T!iis s e l c c t j o n  i s  undoubtedly based on t h e  b e l i e f  
t h a t  ut i l iz in , . :  r o r ?  exrrcricriced p r o j e c t  managers w i l l  l e a d  t o  b e t t e r  
p r o j e c t  performance. F i n a l  performance i s  indeed  improved b u t  not 
because the  p r o j e c t  manager was s o  experienced.  The c r i t i c a l  var- 
i a b l e  is t h e  l e v e l  of  i n t e r n a l  p r i o r i t y  given t h e  p r o j e c t .  
The R e s p o n s i b i l i t y  Index devised  also d e a l s  w i t h  a p r o j e c t  man- 
a p e r ' s  p a s t  exper ience  but i s  much more s p e c i f i c  i n  focus.  The 
i m p l i c i t  assumption made w a s  t h a t  a decrease  i n  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  stems 
from less than s a t i s f a c t o r y  performance on a p r i o r  p r o j e c t .  This 
i s  obviously n o t  t r u e  i n  a l l  cases .  
t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  found w a s  p a r t i c u l a r l y  s t r o n e  and clear cu t .  What 
In s p i t e  of  t h i s  q u a l i f i c a t i o n ,  
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may have been observed was a f f i rma t ion  of a f e e l i n g ,  long h e l d  by 
l a h o r c t o r y  d i r e c t o r s ,  t h a t  t h e  b e s t  way t o  s e l e c t  a p r o j e c t  man- 
aeer is t o  observe h i s  performance as a p r o j e c t  manager. 
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